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1 Introduction 
RAN1 has sent a response LS to RAN2 in ‎[1] where it is stated:  

“RAN1 suggests carrying the discussion on accessibility of component carriers in RAN2. Based on RAN2 decisions, RAN1 can evaluate the need for transmission of synchronization signals etc. in case of non-accessible carriers.”
In this contribution, we take a look into this matter on accessibility of different carrier types. 
2 Discussion 

In our understanding, “accessibility” refers to the possibility to access a cell (or carrier) from IDLE mode. 
A wider definition would include also the “accessibility” in RRC CONNECTED (e.g. possibility for a UE to receive/transmit on a CC). However, by definition, and regardless of carrier type, we regard that a CC must be accessible for a Rel-10 connected mode UE – otherwise, the carrier cannot be configured as a CC for a UE.  
Therefore, we stay with the definition of accessibility found in TS 36.304, as this appears to be the most meaningful definition of “accessibility” (emphasis added): 

The action of camping on a cell is necessary to get access to some services. Three levels of services are defined for UE:

-
Limited service (emergency calls and ETWS on an acceptable cell)

-
Normal service (for public use on a suitable cell)

-
Operator service (for operators only on a reserved cell)

Furthermore, the cells are categorised according to which services they offer. 

In general terms, “accessibility” then means that the DL carrier can, by an IDLE UE, be 
1. found, 
2. identified, 
3. selected (such that the UE can camp on the carrier (i.e. cell)), and 
4. accessed (using Random Access). 
“Finding” and “identifying” puts requirements on the physical layer (synch signals, etc), while “selecting” and “accessing” is decided mainly based on system information content. 
Backwards compatible carriers: 
Clearly, a “backwards compatible” Rel-8 DL carrier is “accessible” if it provides the “required system information” as defined in Clause 5.2.2.3 of TS 36.331, and the system information does not define the cell as “barred”. We note that both barred and non-barred (i.e. accessible and non-accessible) backwards compatible carriers can be used for carrier aggregation. Given that all configuration information, when a CC is configured to a UE, is provided with dedicated signalling (see ‎[2]), we don’t see that the accessibility issue has any impact on backwards compatible carriers.   
Non-backwards compatible carriers: 

According to the definition, a non-backwards compatible carrier is not “accessible” to UEs of an earlier release. The carrier may be operated as stand-alone. 
While it is not yet clear in what respect a non-backwards carrier may differ from a backwards compatible carrier, we have not yet found that the “accessibility” would put any additional constraints. 
Clearly, if the carrier is to be operated as “stand-alone”, then the carrier must provide necessary information such that a Rel-10 UE can find, identify, select, camp on, and access a cell consisting of such UL and DL carriers. But these requirements are not imposed by the Carrier Aggregation feature. Thus, we have not found that the accessibility of non-backwards compatible carriers would impose any requirements from a RAN2 point of view that would go beyond what is required from backwards compatible carriers. 

Extension carriers:      
An extension carrier cannot be operated stand-alone, but must be part of a CC set with at least one stand-alone-capable CC. 
In our understanding, the fact that the extension carrier cannot operate as stand-alone means that the carrier is not accessible in a TS 36.304 sense. Thus, we foresee that a DL extension carrier could be operated without any system information whatsoever, as long as relevant configuration info, when activating the carrier, is provided with dedicated signaling (see also ‎[2]). This would save some overhead compared to stand-alone DL carriers. 
The need for extension carriers are currently being debated in RAN1 and RAN4. We have not yet found that the support of extension carriers and the “accessibility” of such carriers would impose any particular requirements from a RAN2 view. However, the final conclusion is of course depending on how such extension carriers are defined, which still FFS is
. 
We do see, however, that an extension carrier might not need to provide the necessary Layer 1 information that allows an IDLE UE to “find” and “identify” the DL carrier. However, this matter is clearly outside the scope of RAN2 work. 

3 Conclusions 
In the present paper, we analyzed the “accessibility” aspect of component carriers, as requested by RAN1 in LS ‎[1]. Based on our analysis, we conclude as follows: 
1. In our analysis, we have not found that the accessibility of different carrier types would impose any additional requirements from a RAN2 point of view. 
2. It may be possible to operate extension carriers without any system information. 
3. It may be possible to operate extension carriers without, or with different synchronization and reference signals, since a UE does not need to find such extension carriers autonomously without network guidance. 
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� As Yoda would express it. 
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